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STAT

v

Brmzznskl on Nauona} Secumty AdV1serax

; Georgetown University. (Dr. Brzezine

“The following is adaptad from an'in- .
terview with Zbigniew Brzezinski,
President Jimmy Carter’s national se-:

“curity adviser, that is to appear in the
winter issue of The Washington Quar- .

' Strategic and International Studies, at..
ski,a senior adviser at the Center, is

professor of government at Columbia:
‘University.) The interview, by- the

- executive editor, Allen Weinstein, and

. another historian, Michael Beschloss,
was conducted before the resignation,-
on Monday, of Richard V. Allen as
President Reagan’s national security

. adviser, the naming of William P.

.Clark Jr., D2puty Secretary of State,
to repicce him, and Mr. Reagan’s deci-
sion to upgrade the adviser’s position
so that Mr. Clark would have a *‘direct
reporting relationship to thé Presi=:
denl ” \

Questian: Woidd you (zre t_b rank
_the recent naticnal security advisers
in order of effectiveness: Bundy, Ros~

" tow, Kissinger, Scowceroft — you could

e —————— e A et

'weretosaythatScovcmftwasgood

- pate and control the Secretary of State,

_leave yourself out it you like — and
Richard Allen?

, Brzezinski: No, 1 won't do that. I
thmk that the security adviser is so
much an extension of the President
that the way he functions is very much
determined by the President’s politl.-
cal style and the role he chooses for

" himself in the area of foreign policy. In
other vords, you cannot transpose the
national security adviser from one-

. Presidenttoarother. If, for example, 1

"under Ford, it does not follow that he-
.would have been good under Nixon or
KennedyorCarter. . -

Under ideal circumstances I think
that the system would work best if, in.
fact, an actively involved President of
the Nixon, Carter, Kennedy type pro-
vided both strategic and tactical direc- |
tion — and this then meant that the
practical coordination and the definition
of the strategic direction would originate-
from his assistant for national security
affairs, who would then tightly coordi-

"the Secretary of Defense, the Chalrman

.of the Joint Chiefs, Qd_thsm%
_&'&nmk_lnmnmgia&a team, wi

them knowing that he was doing so on

- terly, published by the Center for -

. House, approved or disapproved or al-

_~=namely, to purge those who really

the President’s.behalf, Carter tried to
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‘ have such a system, but at the same l
‘time he was so much airaid of the Kis-

" singer shadow being replicated in scme !
; fashion, thereby jeopardizing his prima-

-y, that he was never prepared openly to

“articulate it. Nonetheless, structually,

heselupasystemthatwasmquely‘
centraluad. :

- The [National Secnxity Cumdl] oper-
atedonthebu:ortwocommt‘ea the
“policy review committee, which cealt
_with long-range policy issues and was
typically chaired by a Cabinet secre-
tary, most often the Secretary of State,
and the.special coordination committee
that I chaired, which dealt with all
arms-control issues in the American.
Soviet relationship, with crisis manage.
ment—and it had mmdreds of meetings
on cngoing crises in Afghanistan, Iran,
Morocco, Poland, and so forth—and, fi-
‘nally, covert and sensitive actvities.
This gave the assistant to the President.
for national security: considerable
power. In additicn to setting up this sys-
tem, Carter made the assistant into a
Cabipet member for' the first time ever.
“That pever happened before. According-
Iy, the assistant chaired Cabinet-level
comrmttae meetings with the Vice Presi-
dent; Secretary of State, Secretary of
.Delense, and otbers in attendance. Even.
under the Nixon system, the assistant
only chaired Lnder secretaries’ meet-

ms& ]

Fmally. Carter made certaia “that
before any of his Secretaries went
abroad they received detailed lotters

,of instruction tellmg them what they
‘should say.- And. these letters were
- drafted at the White House. Their
speeches were cleared in the White'

‘tered, and all important cables were
‘cleared in the White House. Carter,
' quits rightly in my judgment, wanted
it to be understood as his system, and

" therefore he wasn’t prepared {0 make
, the assistant’s role as explicit as per-
bap it should have been; moreover, |
ke wasn’t prepared to make the per-
sonnel decisions that were necessary

- were not fully loyal to his views. And
. as a consequence, there was always:
_ practical bifurcation, ambiguity in-
tensified by the emphasis placed pub-
udyonthepﬁmaqotmeSecretaryol
-State..

Question:’ Underthe cnndmonsym
ha described, a revolution in the:
. process ‘of foreign policy decisign--
making was effected internally by

: Carter, but not acknowledged exter-

pally. One recalls the occasions on
which he had a chance to make this
clear to the press and the public and
chose instead a studied ambiguity, the
cbiuscaticn that you described. Now-
after 11 months of the Reagan Admin-

istration, bow do you evaluate the way |
this systems has been functioning? .-~

Brrezinski: 1 think it is the worst
ever. For the following reasoans.

Though I have cutlined to you what I
. think is the best system, I have tosay

that by and large since World War II
we've had two systems. One’is the
Presidential, which approximates

what I described as the best system,
though in varying degrees, and that 1
was characteristic of Carter, Nixon, |
_and Kennedy. But, secondly, we had 1
the Secretarial system, in which a -
- relatively passive, disengaged Presi-
dent deliberately permitted his Secre~

tary of State to be dominant. And that
was used by Trumamn with Acheson,
Fisenhower with Dulles, and Ford
with Kissinger. 1 expected that with
Reagan you would have the second

- system. And it is, I repeat, a perfecily
-respectable system. What amazes me
is that we have neither the Presiden-

tial nor the Secretarial system. - ’
- Question: How wouldyou dacnbe it

then?
- Brzezinski: Well, chaos and canm-
sion might be. functzonal but unchari-

.table descriptions. Perhaps a more
formal description would be to say a |

kind of feudal system approximating
the Polish traditicn of the “liberum
veto” [by which a single dissenting

-nobleman could nullifty a proposal ac~

cepted by a majority of his iellow
nobles). We lave a Vice President in

.chargs of a crisis committee, which

meansthathelsincharge otacrisisin

‘an area regarding which he’]l have no

ongoing policy involvement until the
crisis appears. And no ongoing policy
continuity once the crisis is terminat-
ed. A bureaucratic absurdity. Wehave
3 national security adviser reporting.
to a domestic adviser with no foreign

_policy experience. And a Secretary of

CONTINUED




